Rfawijfltfo )-72 


‘REGISTERED No. D-(D )-72 


WRH an -H3PJ9T 

33ic ©alette of 3ndia 


sthtritui 

EXTRAORDINARY < ' ^ 

' * U 

—srnr 3 —(il) ^ ( <te . 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (UK- * 1 ^ 

srrfVfrrr & snrTfsra - - „ • 


PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


Ro 2 37] qgPlftfrTY, 2 0, ie7e/$«Hff 3 0. 1898 

No. a37] NEW DELHI, THURSDAY, MAY ao, 197«/VAISAKHA 30,1898 


*rr t «* fur ps wi fa im»r % vt ii t<jtt arr ifa i 

Separate paging Is given to this Part in order that It may be filed 
us a separate compilation 


MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS 
(Legislative Department) 

NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the 20th May 1976 

S.O. 358(E).—The following order made by the President is published foi general 
information:— 


Order 

WHEREAS Shn Vatal Nagaraj the returned candidate from the Chamarajpet Consti¬ 
tuency in Bangalore City (Karnataka) at the general election held in March, 1972 to the 
Karnataka Legislative Assembly, has incurred disqualification for a period of six years 
under section 8A of the Representation of th e People Act, 1951 (hereinafter referred to 
as the said Act), as it stood immediately before the commencement of the Election Laws 
(Amendment) Act, 1975 (40 of 1975); 

AND WHEREAS th e said period of disqualification has not expired; 

AND WHEREAS the said Shri Vatal Nagaraj has submitted a petition to the Presi¬ 
dent under sub-section (2) of section 8A of the said Act for the removal of the disquali¬ 
fication for the unexplred portion of the said period; 

( 1135 ) 
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AND WHEREAS the President has sought the opinion of the Election Commission on. 
the said petition in pursuance of sub-section (3) of section 8A of the said Act; 

AND WHEREAS the Election Commission has given its opinion (vide Annexure) 
that the disqualification incurred by the petitioner should not bo removed for the unexpired 
portion of the period of six years; 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed, President of India, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on me under sub-section (3) of section 8A of the said Act do 
hereby reject the petition of the said Shri Vatal Nagaraj. 

FAKHRUDDIN ALI AHMED. 
President of India. 

Rashtrapati Bhavan, 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 1976 

ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
Annexure 

BEFORE THE CHIEF ELECTION COMMISSIONER. 

In the matter of petition under section &A (2) of the Representation of the People Act, 
1951 of Shri Vatal Nagaraj in regard to a disqualification on grounds of corrupt 
practices. 

This is a petition under section 8A(2) of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 
(hereinafter called the Act) to the President of India filed by Shri Vatal Nagaraj. the 
returned candidate from the Chamarajpet constituency in Bangalore City (Karnataka) ai 
th e general election held in March 1972 to the Karnataka Legislative Assembly. 

2. The petition has been sent to me for opinion by the President as required under 
section 8A(3) of the Act. The election of Shri Nagaraj (hereinafter referred to as the 
returned candidate) was set aside by the High Court of Karnataka by an Order dated 
6th November, 1973 on an election petition filed by one Shri Dayanand Sagar, another 
candidate for the same constituency at the election (hereinafter referred to as the election 
petitioner). 

3. The High Court of Karnataka has found the returned candidate guilty of corrupt 
practices as under:— 

(i) section 123(6) of the Act by incurring expenditure of at least Rs. 24,018/- 
which far exceeded the limit of Rs, 10,000/- fixed under rule 90 of the 
Conduct of Elections Rules, 1961 read with section 77(3) of the Act for 
an Assembly constituency in the State of Karnataka; 

(H) section 123(2) of the Act by exercising undue influence, i.e., direct or indirect 
interference or attempt to interfere with the free exercise of electoral right 
of the Kannada and Tamil-speaking citizens of the Chamarajpet Assembly 
constituency by printing and publishing pamphlets and by threatening the 
Tamil-speaking voters in the constituency at several election meetings held 
in the constituency with social ostracism and injury to them if they did 
not support ithe returned candidate; 

(ill) section 123 (3A) of the Act by promoting feelings of enmity and hatred bet¬ 
ween the Tamil-speaking and Kannada-speaking citizens of the Chamarajpet 
Assembly constituency, by whipping up anti-Tamil feelings and directing 
the wrath of Kannada-speaking people against the Tamil-speaking people on 
the ground of language, for the furtherance of election prospects of the 
returned candidate and for prejudicially affecting th e election prospects of 
the election petitioner; 

(iv) section 123(4) of the Act by printing and distributing pamphlets, making state¬ 
ments of fact therein which are false and which the returned, candidate 
either believed to be false or did not believe to be true in relation to the 
personal character or conduct of the election petitioner; being statements 
reasonably calculated to prejudice the prospects of (he election petitioner's 
election. 
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4. The returned candidate went in appeal to the Supreme Court. A bench of three 
judges of the Supreme Cburt by an Order dated 11th October, 1974 maintained the High 
Court’s Order and findings in respect of the returned candidate but set aside the Order of 
the High Court declaring the election petitioner as the duly returned candidate under 
section 101 of the Act, 

5. In coming to its conclusion the Appellate Court took the view that even one corrupt 
practice was sufficient to void the election of a returned candidate and, accordingly, in 
its Order, concentrated on the incurring of excess expenditure by or on behalf of the 
returned candidate under his authorisation. The Appellate Court found that there was 
'ample justification for the finding of the Court of first instance that the returned candi¬ 
date had incurred an expenditure of at least Rs. 24,018/-, a sum considerably in excess 
ot the prescribed limit. The Appellate Court has thus upheld the voidance of the election 
by the High Court of Karnataka on account of commission by the returned candidate of 
a corrupt practice under section 123(6) of the Act. The Appellate Court has not pro¬ 
nounced specifically and in detail on corrupt practices under sections 123(2), 123(3), 
123(3A) and 123(4) of the Act. It has, however, stated that it was not "inclined to upset 
the bolding of the High Court that there can be no reasonable doubt that regarding the 
handbills Exhibits P-4, P-5 and P-9 the petitioner’s version is true”. It has also stated 
"“we may similarly assume that personal aspersions and implicit group disaffection or 
threat as stipulated in section 123 of th c Act could be read into these leaflets, as claimed 
in the petition”. 

6. In the ordinary course, according to the usual procedure followed by the Election 
Commission in such cases the returned candidate (i.e., the petitioner in the present 
matter) was afforded an opportunity to appear in person and/or through counsel and 
argue his case so that his point of view could be fully taken into account by the Com¬ 
mission before tendering its opinion to the President. Th e hearing was held at the Office 
of the Election Commission on 24th March, 1976. The petitioner (Shri Vatal Nagaraj) 
appeared in person and was also represented by Sarvashri S. S. Javali and S. B. 
Chandrasekhar, Advocates. 

7. Counsel made the following points in the course of arguments:— 

(i> the Appellate Court upheld the voidance of the returned candidate’s election 
only on the issue of election expenses. Nothing else has been proved. Tho 
violation of the provisions of the Act in regard to election expenses was 
only a technical violation and should not be viewed as anything so grave 
as to attract voidance of the election and the full penalty of six years’ 
disqualification; 

(ii) except for a brief interim, stay of 15 days there was no stay of the Order of 
the High Court granted to the petitioner so that the disqualification incurred 
by the petitioner under section 8A of the Act read with section 99 of the 
Act has already run for more than two years, namely, from 6th November, 
1973. This is a fit case in which the disqualification for the unexpired 
portion of the statutory six years (under the old Section 8A) may be 
removed; 

fiii) tbe disposal of cases of corrupt practices are dealt with on a footing similar 
to criminal cases and as in the case of technical criminal offences where 
lenient sentences are usually awarded (A.I.R, 1968 SC 1517 at page 1520— 
Sheonath Prasad V. State of Bihar) and (A.I.R. 1972 SC 2044—-Jagdish 
Prasad V, State of West Bengal), clemency should be the rule in corrupt 
practice cases also; 

(iv) the returned candidate is only 33 years old and has been in political life for 
a considerable time. Tt would be unfair to cut short or to introduce a con¬ 
siderable break in his political life. He would wish to contest the 1977 
general election. Therefore, this is a fit case for clemency whereby the 
returned candidate would be enabled to contest the election again in 1977; 

iy) in the bye-election consequent on the voidance of the election of the returned 
candidate his election agent Prabhakara Reddy won. This was an indica¬ 
tion of public opinion being very much in favour of the returned candidate 
and his associates. Despite legal findings against the returned candidate it 
was clear by the result in the bye-election that tbe returned candidate (Shrl 
Vatal Nagaraj) was the true choice of the people of Chamarajpet Assembly 
■constituency to be their representative. 



H3 8 


THF2 GAZETTE-QF INDIA EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part II— 


8., In view, of the'findings. of the High Court given after a very careful examination 
and evaluation of the entire evidence of-the case to which the Appellate Court has paid 
tribute, It need qot discuss the facts and findings in any detail. 

9. I find it, however, extremely difficult to agree with the plea of the returned candi¬ 
date and his counsel that his violation of the limit of election expenses was purely technical. 
There has. been a’cleaf. finding khat he has-incurred an expenditure of at least Rs. 24,018/- 
against the .legally stipulated expenditure of Rs. 10,000/-. -This is nearly 2-1/2 times of 
the stipulated maximum. The excess is not a merely marginal amount. Furthermore, it is 
clear, from the evidence that the violation was deliberately intended and was not an 
accident arising .from the-Cumulative incurring of expenditure day today.- It is an evidence 
accepted by both the Courts that the returned Candida®, as early as January, 1972, had 
fixed up for the hire of ten cars at Rs. 60/- per car a day for the period of 14t'n February 
to 5th March, 1972 i.e., for 21 days. This alone has cost Rs. 12,600/-. A matter which has 
not been f taken serious note df in both'the Courts is that the amount was exclusive of 
price of- petrol and oil etc' so that expenditure on transport alone would have been con¬ 
siderably! over Rs,' 12,WO/- if the cost of petrol, oil, servicing etc. wds also included. The 
election was cilled only oh 1st February, 1972 so that even before the election was called, 
the returned Candidate had deliberately planned for an expenditure on one item alone 
considerably in excess of the prescribed maximum limit, knowing fully well that considerable 
further expenditure would have to be- incurred on meetings, printing posters etc. Taking 
into account the incidental expenses on fuel and oil, sei vicing etc. in addition to the 
expenditure proved by documentary evidence of Rs, 12,600/-, total expenditure- incurred 
would have been well over Rs, 24,018/- which has been found proved. Another circum¬ 
stances is tfiat despite having made this calculated plan for spending so much on trans¬ 
port the returned candidate did not file any return of significant expenses incurred on 
transport but claimed that throughout the .reJeyant period i.e., between 1st February and 
the date of poll he and his associates covered the constituency entirely on foot. The non¬ 
chalance with whiph the returned candidate had, as early as January 1972, committed 
himseff to the expenditure of Rs. 12,600/- on car hire alone (which was considerably 
in excess of the legal maximum expenditure of Rs. 10,000/1) does not square with the 
plea that this was a purely technical violation^ of the law. Counsel for the petitioner 
(returned candidate) made much of an observation made by Mr, lustice Krishna Iyer 
who delivered the judgement, of the Appellate Court on behalf of himself and two brother 
judges of the Supreme Court as follows: 

“In. the unhappy hationgl context, of unprintable flood of leaflets, movement of 
fleets of autotjiobiles, slanderous speeches and huge sums big Parties and 
rich candidates regard as the natural resources to be exploited in aid of the 
politics of power-grab through adult franchise; this election petition projects 
a mountain-molehill contrast”. 

He tried to make out that the Hon’ble judge considered the excess of expenditure In this 
case a mere trifle' in the total picture. This was, however, only a general observation by 
the teamed Judge, taken out of its context by counsel. The Learned-. Judge continued— 

.“tiut (he Court Can only correct what comds before It and perhaps sound warning 
bells about the enormity of the environmental pollution during elections, 
for statesmanship to act, if law in this area is not to be robbed of pervasive 
potency”, 

This shows clearly that the intention of the Learned Judge was not to miolmise the 
enormijy of the violation committed by the returned candidate but only to draw the 
attentidn df the Government And of Law-makers to the pervasiveness of extravagant 
expenditure during elections. It should not also be for&ottetf that the returned candidate 
stood for .election at the same time from an adjoining constituency Chickpet also where 
he was defeated. It is only to he expected that he spent a considerable sum of money in 
regard to. his candidature .for that constituency also,. It is therefore obvious that the 
returned candidate suffered from no lack of means and was trailing behind nobody else 
in the matter of excessive .expenditure-during elections. _ He was by no means the poor 
shorn lamb for whom the winds have to be tampered by showing clemency. 

10. It Is also not true that the Appellate • Court found the returned candidate guilty 
specifically only in terms off section 123(6) of the Act. As I have earlier pointed out, 
while specifically upholding the findings of the High Court on the- issue of election 
expenses, the Appellate Court generally agreed with the findings of the High Court in 
regard to-the guilt' of the-;returned candidate under sections 123(2); 123(3A) and 123(4) 
of the Act. 
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11. In the prevailing situation, with threats both external and internal to the security 
and solidarity of the country, national integration and national identity are obviously an. 
imperative. Any attempt towards encouraging divisiveness or disruption by an appeal to 
sections of the population on grounds of language, caste, community or regional disparities 
and creating mutual hatred between different classes of the community cannot but be 
severely condemned. One cannot therefore take a lenient view of the commission of 
corrupt practices under sections 123(2), and 123(3A) of the Act, Similarly, for the 
survival, evolution and flowering of a healthy democracy it is imperative to discourage, 
condemn and punish the efforts at wrongful character assassination calculated to preju¬ 
dice the electoral chances of a candidate at elections. One cannot therefore take a 
lenient view of the commission of a corrupt practice under section 123(4) of the Act 
either, 


12. In view of the utter non-chalance and brazenness with which the returned candi¬ 
date spent more than 2-1/2 times the stipulated permissible maximum expenditure, in view 
of his intemperate use of the question of language and regionalism to create enmity 
between different sections of the population to the prejudice of other candidates and in 
view of his deliberate attempt to falsely denigrate the personal character of his rival to 
the detriment of his electoral prospects,1 I feel that this is not a fit case for the exercise 
of discretion vested in the President to remove th c disqualification for the unexpired 
portion of th e stipulated six years. In the circumstances of thc case T feci that thc full 
rigour of the law should be visited on the returned candidate for his commission of 
several corrupt practices under the Act, Accordingly under section 8A(3) of thc Act, 
I tender my opinion to the President that the petition should be rejected and the disquali¬ 
fication incurred by the petitioner (returned candidate) should not be removed for the 
unexpired portion of thc priod of six years, It is my opinion that the petitioner should 1 
suffer thc disqualification for the full period of six years. 


New Delhi, 13 April 1976. 


(Sd.) T- Swaminathan, 
Chief Election Commissioner of India. 


[No. F. 7(ll)/76-L*g.III 
K, K. SUNDARAM, Secy. 

fafa, nWf RNTtlfl 

n‘{ fofaf, 2 0 Ft, 197 6 

*To ^To 35 8(Kr) ■—3TTT faffT TOr ffafafafT N-faff RfaiRTTff W" 

‘iiTnffTfr % faff ffffirfaff faffT TTffTT | :— 


SffT % fatr RT4, 1 972 t if Tflfflfa faft 

ir wDT faff faff tff N faffTfaff Nr Nfa fffafafHfa 

trfafaffff, 1951 (f-ffT TlTffr^ fffff t) % 

Neffa, fafffaff fafa (Rifftdff) NfafaffN, 1975 (l 975 ^f 40) % TffaN 

% 3fa ffffa sift, m *rl ffr trmffrfa % faff nff «r; 
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TO? fRTqHT TO YTO RTOrTOj R'RTRT R$f jf t, 

TOt tor «r> tort rttoto % tor srfirfTOR TO srrrr st *fY TOsrrcr ( 2 ) % 

SrTOR RT Sfiff TTGJtFr TO TOR TOTRrfS' % WT RTR % fRTT fTOfflT % g'JRf 3TJ% ffRj 

RiOTT TO TO; 

TOT TTKjTfir R TOT iffaFTOR TO HHI 6Y TO TTORT ( 3) % RJRTOT R TO 
wTO Prom rtTOr TOi ?nr rjTO TO; 

rV FriTOr Viiw r zrrft tpt (i-rmr ?fw<() TO t far rTOTOt g-rrr tow 
(fw^TT TO 3s TO TO vmr^ra- % 7?T RPT % fa'{ iTTUTr Rjf 5TRT RlftTO; 

Ref: RR tr, TWfR ft ft RJH? RW TO TP^lTO TOT RfufWR TO KfPT 8T TO 
YTETRI ( 3) % RTOt RR WtT RfTO'TO «PT WTO WT Jit YTO TO WPT TPRPR TO Riff 
TO snfTO *PTffr j i 

TRjqffT RTT, 3JTOl(R R'fr wrw, 

-TOfTOTO, rtTOr imi, 19761 rtot% 1 


7RTTOT 

TOtR TO RTTOtR 

*J M PTffTOT RPJfff fj RR4T 

TOtf RFtFtFsITO rFstFwR, 1951 TO RRr 8 ^( 2 ) *P rTO-T, TO WRT RiRTfST 

TO, rtrtot % Risrn: <rc fwfTr TO rtw, rTO % Frit Ft i 

rj rTO TO tort rtrtr TO TO fa? wfro? Frtor-rto % far{ to t, 1972 R r/TOFFw 
T fRFT fTOfw R RtTOt fFiTO (wfer) R TORTUTTO fTOfW STT R frirfw sttoTO 

■ TO TOf? STfaftfafT rFTOWR, 1951 (fTO? FTR jTOF TWr^ rFTOwR T?JT WT pt) TO 
srm 8 ^ (2) % rTO-t, *rrer % tt^tFr% rrr to§r TO 1 1 

2. tor fa? rFrFrrr TO Rrcr sir (3) % rTOr TOPsr-r,t rj sfTO ircjTRr % 
*i*f TTR % fw< rTO t I TO RfTOTR (fTOJ ?RR $lF<? RTRTff fRTfrRT RTOTO 
TOT TOT |) ^r FrIPT-T RTO ^TTTTRT IlXf, TO TOTR^T RIRT SRr "R;?R TO R^ 
fTOrfro rTO tt, TO Fp rto FrtFrr Sr rTO FriFtr £*• ?r wtoTO «rr (Frr ?tr 
rtot^ FtoFr-t ffTOiri to 1 " rrt t), RrTOar e rtoto, 1973 R rtito to 
Ftot tot «rr 1 
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3. RH^R T5R TRTRTRR 4 fnHTfRR SpCR# Rt f^TJ^fefFT RR # ^ RTRTR 
RT TKt RTHT RT :— 

(i) rh^r tttr % hrt fnRTRR % fej, HfsrfRRH # rttt 77 ( 3 ) r 

HTH qfer fSRTHH TTHTHR fRRHT % fRRH 90 % HSffn pTRn Ri 

^^TtqTT^Trhrr % HrnftrR HTftrRnii shrr rr % rr 24018/- 

TqT{ R a?H R RTTH, HfafnRR # HTTT 123(e) % «f#H; 

(ii) wrr srar sre# % rttr HfafoRR # mrr 123(2) % Hsfk, 
hr# rthttrrx krt fHH#Tn skr % rri R"tT rPtr ht# nTRp<Ri % 
PirPrs HfuRR % thr^t hr# Jr, rtr#t wtrtrt sf# str##,- rt% 
cTRT fnHlHn {for R cffHR HT# TTcTRRTTffr RT, f-VRlRR WH ii ¥frTiFKcf 
ftfvfjr PrRiHn hrtht ir, kwtPtr r^grtt #, hr rFr 4 fHfrfHR 
HRHH? RT nffr Rt<T Hi 3 # wfq R'gHT# #, HR# ^RT HcR^cf: 
HT RTcT: ?;$m HT fTR^'T RT HRTR; 

(iii) RTHVTRRR KHT fHHpRT efof R ofRPT HT# #7 Rff? HT# nTRfTRT 
% EfVR, ofRR f#>ii RRRTRT Ri SRHTRT Tpr HTHT % HTHTT HT 
rh? hi# sjvfeni # rFrr hi# KrfRRTr % fen® Rfrst rh Ir %z 

HT %, fRRtfRR HW# R fHHfHH # RTRISRoTRl Ri TTHTTT RT# 
R pRlf sfk fnRTRR HHfTTT rV fnRpRR RTRyoRcTTHT HT RFqfR RRTR 
SIR# R fair R^HT HT RWT RV HTHHTHT RT RRR-fn RT RRRcfn RT% % 
HHHT % RR“R, HfafHHH # HRT 123 ( 3#) 4; HftH; 

(iv) ^ 4 tr#t ?At #rPcr *ptr 3 ; r;r:r, rThFr^r # 'jitt 123(4) 

% HRT*fR, fR.-RR PR R«HT fT 'RRn fRi'HT RRT | Ri fR«RT | Rk RT 
RT fRH% fR«RT 4# RT fRRffRR R'fRRl # fRfRTR | RT pRRR R7R 
RTR RT Rq fRWR q# RW | RRT # fnRTRR RjffRTT % ^RfRTR RFR 
RT RiRRR % RTR^H R t RRT fRTTRR ^TftTTT % PtR'TRR # 'RRPSTGTRT 
RR RfqRR RRIR STRR % Prt Tjfco'JRT RR R RRfTRrT RRR | I 

4. fnRifRFi' H^R-ff 4 R^RTiR ^RTRTRR R R'fTR # I R : ®RaR •RTRTTTR % #R 

?RTRr#!RT Ri tTR RR if, fRRttRq V<^4f % it 11 RTfRT, 1 97 4 % HT^R I ITT 

R^ER nTTR'TRR H#7r SftT fRGRRf # qfk # fR^ T5R ERTRTRR % SR H#?r Rl RTlRT 
RT fRRT #11:# fnlPRR RsffRTT # HfErfHHH # HITT 101% RHi'R WT RT R 
fRRffRq RfRRT RiflR fRRT RRT RT I 

5. RRR fnRR RT RfR# if RfTT ERTRTWR R RR RfeRTR RRnTRT fR fnTiFRR 
iSDR-«f? % fn T1RR RT WTf RlflR RT% R Prt RR RTT RTRTR iff R#T RT #T RTRhTT 
HR# RTTR if RTTR eRIRT^R R fRRifRR THR#? 5ITT RT Tt.'Rf RiT R TR% I'RT RrfHRR 
HTpIRT 5RR R SR'RTi' f'RTr RT# RT # 'JTT KRTR Rlkcf fRRT I HP# ^RTRTTTR f#SRR 
RT R|# fR RRR RTT R eRTRTHR RT RfT fRRRR yfrfHT TRTRiiRR RT fR fTTURT RfR-ff 
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% *fnr % 717 2401 8 /-iqrr ir 7777 fwT n %f f«P faff?! trt % 7£7 sfsro 
71 I 57 STOTT 7117 % fn%f77 7*7% £RT, Wfuft'TR 77 9T1T 123 ( 6) 

% wffa, wz wiri 7771% % sitott n *rW RR ttpipw jm 77% fqrfor %t 

7J7T fspq 3,74 17 jfe 7% | f 7fl7 JJTWm % T3 !RTT 123(2), 123(3), 

123(3*0 «ftl 123 ( 4 ) % WR sir: TOTi 71 f7f7firR77I %1 falTR 7 7% 
77717*7 -rfr *f)- £ i «*rif 7 177 77 7 fi £ % W‘~^ *77777 % 57 fwf *7 mi 
% f^|TT 7% | f*; 57 7RT % 7^777 7*f nlfl £ far pi fa%l, 717 71-4, Tl-5, %1 

Tl-9 % Jr Sj’jffTTT 71 7'«17 4,771'’ I Efltr-f 4717177 4 7? tfi 7>'fl | “5% STOR 

7 77 7f qfTOTRT %V 7>'l 4R7 f f% 57 77? Jr, 741 f*,' 7% 7 7171 fl'7I 771 |, '7faf777 
%1 HITT 123 7 770* tit 5R % 7Djff+‘ 77ifn 7T 77% 77177ffcTO If IR 17*1 77 f 7171 

r i 


6. flfNl W717 IPT 77 7i7% 7 477171771 774’flq' UfaiTT % 7-J7R 

f-TT'ffVci' sr*7<fr 77 (if71% 7t7R 717% 7 SfTfell iff) 717171 Sl-JsRf 7 ®7f7777 71 
7 ifii/Tl 7 f«W)T % 7iH,7 % frfVl ff7 %T 71% 717% 7 TfW 7R% *7 7771 STTT7 
fTTT 771 71 nrf*r 71717 11^7% 71 77-% 77 777 7 ^7 74’% 7%f 71 5 % qlf f77R 
71 7% I 7? 5771 f fh 1?77 71717 % 777f77 % 2 4 71% 1 97 6 71 7% 7t I 5Rff3R 

(%T 7117 717117) 477 flfal |7 sftl 7771 7ffifnfilF7 7 %% IJRo tr^-o 7771 %T 

770 %o 7 >J^g-< 7f*T7*717r % % f*71 I 

7 . 7?7 % ?>TR SifsTOWWl % flRfufaci 717 33 if , 

(i) tf%7 7T7I77 7 SR7% % f77177 77 *[*7 f*7 717 77 gfe 

%77 f77i77 *77 % 777 77 ft 7% % I 7>1 717 O'rfVa 7% f£ 

t I f77f7'7 ®7%f % 417?7 % wRjf777 % 777171 77 3RT77 %77 
rTOTl’^i' 77777 717 71 7tl 74’%i 57 ¥1 % 771 f*T71 7171 7T%7 71 
fl 7? 7R t^jff TiTVl 714' | f%'4% f77f77 TTf »R7 7rf77 71 f77! 7T-{ 
771 6 7# *f| fllfnl 7% ^lt HDfei’ 7r71Tf97' *T1 %’ '111; 

(li) S|f7fn77 €< 7R1 99 % 4T7 7T57 7R1 8V % 7%7 SRlTp: ffilT 7417 
f7l|nT 71 77 % 7f77-', ^'7^ 6 77171,197 3 % If f%l % 7ll 

717 % %7H 1 5 f77' *71 Sicifl7' 1R % flRR 7^7 17T7W7 7 7%7R 

%r «%£ 7>1 tR *7 71 R 1 RfRlT 7f l fwi 71 I W: 7f '> 7 T 7I7R1 f, 
f3i'4% (qiT7i' 71 -T 8q; % 7%7) f71f4T *7f 6 77 *% 7T^fl' Srlfil % 
77 717 % fill fnlfffl %1 ?R1 fell 7171 71%;7 ; 

(iii) 5TRT7T1 % 717171 % 717%T 77 flRlTH 77l RT 7 fTTTl 7171 | 
f77 7771 % 7RlTf77l 71771 77 flRlRT TWfcT TTlfVTfl ^7 % 5lR?7 
7711% 7 717 7tl 71 7711 7*1 fll 37 ^ f (%%7 7o 7%° 7Ro 
1968 7^777' -4117177 1517, 7G5 1520—fsT7717 7717 77T7 

fTfll 1R7 %l tro TJTlo 1972 HR77 -477177 2 04 4— 
777Ri 771T 7717 7f?77ft 7717 1R7) I 77: 77 7171*1 % 7177'f 
% vfl 1R7-9T71 ft 7RR7 ¥7 % 7771% TTTt' Tlfftr ; 
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(iV) fRRtfRR TTFRRf Yi REJ %RR 33 RR 3% | RtT RR IJY 
RTR TT? RT TTYRtfRY m R TSRYT % I RR% TTYRtfRY 
Yi'RR R YRFff T T RT RT RRYt ^fi RTR fTfeR YTRT WRfRR 
t^Rt I R? 1977 % RURY fRRfRR R §TR YT ?Y9Y 

& I RR RRT 3R-PRTR V iRT RfRR RrRRT t RTt TlRR-PRRr RI'R 
YT % fRRtfRR RTRRf Yt JR: 19 7 7 Y fRRTRR R ITT SIR YT RRRT 
fRR ^fllTJU ; 

('V ) fRRtfRR RTRRf % ^RTR % WfR fYR RTR % RfTRrRTRYR Y> RRfRRfRR 
iJR YRR TRYT fRR?RR STfRYcrf RRrTT fft fRYRf f RT | I RR YtY 
RR SET RfTRTRY t 3ft fRRifRR RTRiff R*fT YRY RSRtfoRT Y RgR RPR 
R f, 1 fRRtpRR RTRR? % fTYJ faf«TY fWR StR T RrRR? TTfRVr-TR 
% RfWR R R? TR^T ft RRT £ fr fRRTfRR R*«T«ff ( p Jt RTTTT RITTER) 
RrRTEJite RRt fRqrifRcT CTT % RftRT YT SrfRfRfa ^ % fRE ^ arrfYT 

I ' 

8. RTR^t % TTRTR' REFT YT SRTR % R^STR sftT ^RTTR YT $ R^-r •TTRTRR 
R Rt fRRR fef % RRYt TTRiR 'RTRTRR R EYRT Yt % I R?| ERTR R 333% SR % SR 
RTR% % RVRT «ftT f-RYT'f Rfr R RR sftT fRTRTT % RRT YTR YT RTRTRTRT Yff REWRT 

i » 

9. RRtfR, % fYtft tft RYTT % fRYrfRR W'*IRf sftT RE% TfftlRYTT % TR cTY 

% RRRR R^f ^ fY fRRfRR YTRT r?, r,-RT YT RETRY YRR cTY%TyT Sfe ft RETTET | | 
*RRET YT RETT fRYE ?T RY! % fY fYfRYR. fYTT 5fTR sfi% 3RR Yf 10,000/- Yf TjfVr 
3% R%6fTT fRRifYR R'Wff R YR % YR 2 4018/- To YT »RR RRRcT fYRT I RR fRRR 
RfsTYRR tfi-RT % YRRR TT^ RRT f, I TRY R%fTTR RTWR R RR '4'r RT^ | fY R? 
RYTRR YTRYSTYT fYRT RRT 'RT fTR RftT fRR fYT> Y1R RTR 3RR YT R%fYR rTtrir 
RTR RSt RT 1 RTS.R Y YTRTT RT RtRT 3RRTRR1 R RR RTR Yt TYtYTT fYRT | fY fRRffRR 
ITFRiff R RRRft 1972 R^i 60 /- RfR YTT RfRfRR % f?RTR % RR YT^ 14 YTRft % 
%YT 5 RTR 19 7 2 RT, RR^T 2 1 fRR % fTEf, fTTET RT RR YT T% rT I RYR TRY! 
jft ^RR 12,600/- Wt SRI 1 T^y rYt RTR flTR RT RtRt 3RTRTRRT R R fYRt % Rf 
RR»ftTRT % 5RTR RRT f'RRT | R? | fY RS TYR 4^'TR %\t RR Rrf? R% RfrRR Y RfR- 
fTRR ^ I RR: %RR RfTR^R RT fYRT RRT srr 12600/- R» % RSR RfRY ^TTT StRT, Rf% 
^JtR, %R, RfRR RlfR YYR TT YR Ri TRR RfTRfRR YT fRRT RTR I fRRPRR YTR 
<»% R'tRRT 1 YTRTt, 19 7 2 Y% R?t Rf «ff I %R RYTT fRRfRR ?>R Rff RIRRT lr RSY 
fRR^fRR R'RFff R YRR RY St RR RT ?RRT SRR YTR spt R'TRRT YTRfWYT RRt Tff '4 f 3% fY 
fR%R wfttYRR RfRRRf % RfR Rf?JY RT YR fY ^R RTR Yt R? RTft RtfR RRRTT RT fY 
RRIRlf RT ?ftT RtTTT, RTfR T5RRTR RT R^T RT *RR YTRT RTRT I 1 2600/- Ro YT 
Rt SRR RTRltYt RTRR % RlfRR ST RYT % ^R% Rf^fTYT TRR RTt YTTR 

RlfR RT RIRrTrY 5RR Yt RRRT R RR RT fTt RRRR =RR 2401 8/- To, Yt fY RlfRR 
5% ^YT R TrfRY tft StRT I R? RfrfTRfR Rt CTTR TR Rt^R | fY RfTRSR RT TRRT 
®RR YTR YT fRRtfTR RtRRT % RTYJR fRRtfRR RTRsfl R qfTRRR RT RRRW SRR ^t Yit 
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srfsrsr R^f qft srfpF hr rtht fanr % hhht HHfsr, wq; 1 KRHft n4r rrhr 
Rr crrft^r % #4 rhr sfk rrr Rpftfipfr ^ rr*r fRHtRR m rt tttt hrh gr f^nrr 1 

fsTH TOT % ?riw fRRtfHH !TR«ff 4 HRHRt 1972 4 ^t RRT R HIT HT 1 2600/- 
% 3HR RRR RT fnirHHRT fsPTT g\ (Rt f% 10,0 00/-Ho Rf fafaR RfHRHH SRRRt 
Rtfa ft HiJH HfsTR I) HR RR HRR RT HR HR|H HRf RR WT f% RR fnfsr RT %RHT 
HRftRt HRTHH HR HI I ST#TR (fRHffHR !Rfl) % RpJWRTT ft -HTHlfOTTcf *ff 
f.Eor scp^n:, Pr^tr srftg irtrthh rt f4pjtn Hint sfK ft tfiT r^srrh rththh % t4 wn 

HUHtRt RTHrefVwi H?t HIT % gHTHT HT, fRTRfRftSH h 4\H3^ SffsrR HH1 Rt :— 

“rrjft RfRRT Hit HFf fRiR ^ITT R^t RT HRdi, tiqiTWi H RHT % ifTH^T 
gpTH IR5(HR RTH°ft HHT RTf-RTf TR*ff, HTt-HTt HTfRHT 44 HR HRHTR 
STRPff '4% HTFfHR RHJR HIRct |f' fHRRf HTHtH HHRR HHrfHRTT % 
HT6IPT % Urfw R4 ^RHR h 4 TnpfrfcT % HRTHR % FT R f%HT ATT HRHT 
^ H?ft ^R JIRTR TRcffn RRH if $R fHHt-RR Raff *t itcT h4t TT^ ft 5ft 
spar (ftcrr | #Rr *prt rtrr rtht 1 1 " 

rfawm 4 sr hth it sfk fsnr g Fr gw F^nt ft rwt : Fr RrR^ftH RnrrtftOT ft 

yq- q T HH ft rFsTR *HH H?t 5(4 Tffw FHHtFTH Rt | H% RHfH PPPR Rt 
U | M *t 'RRt HJH RPJtft HTRT ^ I RRTtft'H' 4T JR r4 ^4 HPTRT 

hh hw «rr Tr% HfesiwT ft ftvft ft vm 4? 4 ^ four | i f^R 
RTHTtflN # NPt 4^T | I 

“?irrtiTHH %sp=r n?ff jt ^htt w>t H4ffr t h 4 fV hr % rhst wicft 
I h4t fw'Rfff % ^tTR RTRR4H H 5(4 54 h YI% f 

HR % ^TFT % RR5R ft #41^(4% W 4? R4Aft ^ Rlf4 TIN- 
?ftf?T3r R^t f^TTTT 4TH 4T R4 R4 t ^R WR ft 5ft fR% ^ HR 
ft 5ft Rtt STHRT I A fHHT HFf I 

^ ft PfrR 5TTRT \ f4 f45FT ^RTHnsftH 4f HTWR fHHtfNH H^Ef«ft STTT 
RH Y5RHR 4t RT h «ftTrfT 4T 4H 4TRT R^t *Tf 4f?4 HT4TT 4T H4T 4T^R HRT% 
Wf 4T CRTR fRRtHRf % S4TTH ftR RT^ft 44 ®RT'T4RT 44 44 t HTRrfRR 

«ft 4 4r tilt nr i hw 44 <ft ^rtht Rff htrt ^ f^ PthtPhr RPi*j4 nrft 
RRif ITRT <ri4lft fRHfHR ?TH 4 44 RT*T fHr HT H? 'TCrfw mT 

tqT I HPTT 5(T RRTRT | f*P HR Fr^Wr % fRR 44 HTRf H«TfHRT % fRR 
HR ft RT^T RR 3RH fRRT ^4 rT I 

5TR: HR PJTZ g Pp fRR?fRR RFRtff Rt RFRRf ^4 Rift % RTRH JSJ RRR Rqt RTRI 
qrr | r4t hr FnqtRRf % r4tr rthFrr °hh rtr % htrr ft Rtff fr 4tw 

q^f sff | RR HR HRRTR ^RR RT RTR 'IffI o f5TR% fRR TRH R^fRI % 3RT RfRRR 
RT^ RT RHTRtR fHRT 5fTR I 
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1 0 . E? TO EFE Eft £ i% TOTO TETE1RE E fEETFEE SHEET TO MHfTOTcm 
&ER rFeFeEE TOr RTTT 123 (fi) % WEPTE TO TOTO EIET El I EET Fe E 

TO EEE TT REE f( FEEfEE «mf % FeEE E RTte RTETRE % f^Tof 5 ? TO FTOEfeM 
If T'E?TO EE TOTO ?ETETEE ^ ETEr^E EE R E^E RTETRE % EE FeceTO TO, 
TO Fe; TOeFere TOr ert 123 (2), 123 ( 3 T) TOt 123 (4) % mfiE, FeetFee 

■STRHff % TOt TO RTEE FT PEP! fEET | I _ 

11. ElRER TO SRI E, Fee FT ffT TOl TO EETET TOt tTRET TO ETfTO 
TOe TOeTO TjTO I TF^T EERE TOK ETEJ- % eFe 5)E fTOEE TO 5rRTRP!TO7 >, I 
vrmr, rtFe, ekrth et eteFvpf steeteeiet % seek et eetr % FeTO ee 7 eTO 
steFr f^rer 7 FeeireetTO TOr FeieeetTO frTOr TO etiet Ferei | eeet Fh-et 
ERE ETOr^ I SRT *. StfTOEEE TO 9TTT 123(2) TOt 123 (3T) % EtffE WR 
settr % stkiri % eteri e ettt ?fer>r eTO eeetet rt ee^et i ^fr eeet 
E TETE EETEE TO TOFEE TETE R fRE, EE % OT % Fre TOt EE % 
etjt % Fre w srfsr mmm-. | Ft Feetee e 1>Rfr stteeT % FeTOee TO eereetTO 
ET eFeRR EETE EIRE ETR q# EEcTO TO, fspT E fEEEIi{TO FeTO % TOR ET 
SITE tHET $, TYPE RTE. EE TO f?TRT TO ETE TOt EE % FrE EEI ft E1 E I 
SET: TOrFeEE TO ERT 123(4) % WEftE TO sn^TE % WlTlE % 7% 
E7TT EfeuV R?ff ETETET ET ETET I 

12. f%E EWn^E % ET*T fEElfET E H^ifE Ef?3WE *TT % 

«ri ^ET E EfffT ®EE fVqT EE EE1E E TRE frr, EEt E»Et«ff TO TffTTE TEPT 
EIRE % fRE EETE % fTfE-E TTEf % '/iR EE^T 7TI "FTE % fRE EIT1 ERfREET 
E? TOE TO fRE ETOT E EEfET ETOtE fTET EET E% fcETE E 1 TRE ^tt tf[T fREfRE 
RVReI ITE RTE EfEIRlf % fRE?RR TO TOETTOEmT % fTOTTE fRERFJET EEf^ETRfR 
% REE E fE««n STETT TO SETE E TRE ET, ^ TOWfTT ^ fT TO FRT EfEE ElERl 
Eff % fRR E TTCJEfE TO, 6 EE TO fEEE fTOjlET TORTEfE TO EE ReIe % fRE 
FeTOtrt TO ?ete % Fee tor- fTO^ TO fTOTrfEroTOTO eeTO tte to ette-r Feet 
TOE I ETER TO EFTOTOFTOi TO TOTE E ERE JCT ER FeER | Ft eFeFeEE % ETOE 

TeFeto wto etete % Fre FTOe TO TOt it TO toetot TO TO t 'iTO TOt e rte Feet 
TOETEtFTO I E^JEIT eFeFeEE TO ERE 8T (3) % eTOe E EE^eFe % ETOf *ppft 
e? tte eeee totot e Ft eet TOEffE er TO rte! RTF?q[ TOt eTOett (FeTOFee 
ettoTO sett eeee Feteet TO eje TO TO mfu % TOt eie % Fre Fewtet TO 
eTO ?toet rtet rtF?e i TOt e? tte § Fr eTOett TO Rf? TO TO ?ft eerteFr 
TOet FetF^e ret Erf TO i 

TO fTOTO, t\ a tetetetee, 

U3TOr, 197 6 ERE EE EEE FeeTOr sn^fR I 

— w — -< 
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